opinion to justify and legitimate war in the Middle East after 9/11 (Klare 2003 , Dunmire 2009 ).
Given the centrality of 'terrorism' in the narratives put forth to legitimate America's military occupation of Iraq, Baudrillard's writings on the subject offer a useful counterpoint through which to consider how 'terrorism' operates symbolically, and fundamentally, the dilemmas this raises for a Western psyche grappling with how the 'terrorist threat' might be answered, engaged with, responded to. Despite more than eight years having passed since Islamic terrorists attacked the Twin Towers, America and its allies are still seeking to come to terms with the cause, effects and consequences of terrorism -both politically and within its cultural imaginary -as evidenced by the continued occupation of Iraq and the public reaction it has elicited. Baudrillard's interpretation of terrorism can go some way toward advancing our understanding of how the West has responded to the war in Iraq. One such response -which we pursue here -can be found in mainstream cinematic depictions of the war and audience reactions to it.
Amidst the political and popular discussions about the merits and madness of the allied invasion of countries purported to support terrorist activities, emerged a suite of Hollywood films seeking to engage with, and engage viewers in, such debates. Alongside Lions For Lambs (Robert Redford, 2007) , which tackles US occupation of Afghanistan through the encounter between a senator (Tom Cruise) and journalist (Meryl Streep), a number of big-budget films were made responding to the war in Iraq. These included Home of the Brave (Irwin Winkler 2006) , Battle for Haditha (Nick Broomfield, 2007) , Redacted (Brian De Palma, 2007) , In the Valley of Elah (Paul Haggis, 2007) , Stop-Loss (Kimberly Peirce, 2008) and The Hurt Locker (Kathryn Bigelow, 2008) . There appears to be a stark contrast between the way the filmed and televised images of the planes impacting the World Trade Centre and its subsequent collapse galvanised an overwhelming fascination one could say of the entire American (and more broadly Western) public -true shock and awe -and the apparent indifference of the same public to many cinematic depictions of the damaged, injured and traumatised soldiers who were, in the popular mindset, sent to war as part of the strategic response to this event.
General consensus is that, up until the 2010 Academy Award winner The Hurt Locker, movies about American warfare after 9/11 have failed to capture audiences, as indicated by comedian Jon Stewart whilst hosting the 2008 Academy Awards:
Not all films did as well as Juno obviously. The films that were made about the Iraq war, let's face it, did not do as well. But I'm telling you, if we stay the course and keep these movies in the theatres we can turn this around. I don't care if it takes 100 years. Withdrawing the Iraq movies would only embolden the audience. We cannot let the audience win.
The popular perception that these films did not resonate with movies-goers is supported by American box office figures. Home of the Brave made just over $51 million, faring better than Stop-Loss (approximately $10 million) and In the Valley of Elah ($6,777,741 -ours is not a paper investigating issues of cinematic genre and process, nor do we consider it the primary aim of this paper to find a concrete 'answer' to this question -we are fundamentally interested in the problem of indifference as a response to the challenge put forth by terrorism. In this sense, the indifference we are referring to is not one of personal dislike or disinterest, but rather a collective inability to respond to the terrorist event, hence an inability to meaningfully acknowledge and assimilate the trauma and loss that terrorism poses to the American way of life, as symbolised by the protagonists of the movies we analyse.
The Iraq War films we engage with here employ a number of melodramatic conventions -a trend Robyn Wiegman labelled 'missiles and melodrama ' (1994) Like other scholars assessing the role of the mass media in the 'war on terror', we acknowledge that 'the production and suppression of imagestheir subsequent circulation and reception that have been so crucial to the representation and perception of the Iraq War -are not new developments' (Grajeda 2006, 207) . Movies dealing with the Gulf War, like Three Kings, Courage Under Fire (Edward Zwick, 1996) and Jarhead (Sam Mendes, 2005) , question US motives for going to war and illuminate the virtualised nature of warfare as it is played out on media screens. While similar themes are present in a number of post-9/11 Iraq War films (indeed, these movies also share the concerns of films critiquing the Vietnam War like The Deer Hunter [Michael Cimino, 1978] with respect to the displacement and trauma experienced by war veterans), we contend that films of the post-September 11 milieu were produced and received in a contextual and historical climate quite different to their precursors, amidst the heightened anxiety of the 'war on terror' and after the collapse of the Twin Towers.
Our interest here is not with 'interpreting' these films in a critical sense in order to come to some definitive answer for the indifference shown towards them by the general public. Rather, we adopt a Baudrillardian logic, seeing our task as viewers as one of contemplating how we are being seduced, challenged, stupefied and analysed by these films. For Baudrillard, indifference is not only at the heart of the western culture, but it is also implicated fundamentally in the dynamics of the Iraq 'war'. We refer here to his use of this term indifference as the utter banality that results from an implosion of oppositional constructs (1998, 74) . Baudrillard analyses this implosion as symptomatic of, and integral to, the reality produced by a globalising political, psychological, significatory and material economy that has become virtualised. As terms are no longer opposed, and certainly as they can no longer be reversed or exchanged in any sense, the resulting banality is one of a logic of non-differentiation, a loss of criteria. This is an indifference borne of an exclusive positivity that cannot contemplate its own reversion; as Baudrillard said in an interview with Philippe Petit, 'Adam and Eve had fallen into the moral anxiety of distinction; we have fallen into the immoral panic of indistinction, of the confusion of all criteria ' (1998, 76) .
Does the unpopularity of films like In the Valley of Elah, Home of the
Brave and Stop-Loss tell us as non-audience something about our collective indifference? Can the films challenge and incite the viewer and at the same time generate or elicit indifference? Instead of the viewer's gaze constituting the sovereign site of interpretation and appropriation of the image through a masterful and interminable extraction of the film's meaning, we view the film rather more as the object that incites us, that enacts a look of the Other that sets desire in motion in ways that we precisely do not and cannot master or appropriate (Baudrillard 1984, 15) . It is within the context of 9/11 responses to terrorism and understandings of the operations of the terrorist that we situate our discussion.
Baudrillard's hypothesis on terrorism
There is no question that the spectacular destruction of the Twin Towers of 2003a, 12) . For Baudrillard, war conducted in the aftermath of 9/11 is different to its predecessors. Unlike previous wars that put an end to colonial rule, Nazism and the cold war, the war on terror attempts to respond with force to a confrontation, an event, the event, (planes flown into the WTC) that is singular and symbolic. It is this symbolic, sacrificial dimension of the terrorist act that is especially problematic, if not impossible, for Western logic to comprehend.
Ironically, this 'symbolic' act is precisely devoid of meaning, with no objective (at least in terms of a Western cultural logic), and with no precedent. In Baudrillard's analysis, the paradox of the singularity of the event, as symbolic, is that it cannot be coded into a generalised system of exchange in terms of discourse, history, politics or war. In this sense it cannot be 'understood' but rather confronts a world, saturated with meaning and efficacy, with a form of reversion. The terrorist act as challenge is not a challenge because of its spectacular violence, is not to be conceived in the oppositional terms of Islam and America, 2 but is rather an event that crystalises a 'radical antagonism' at the heart of the 'integral reality' of the West. The logic of a globalising West progresses through a relentless integration of any 'other' or any singularity. Baudrillard writes of the inability of the Americans to see the other as adversary in this sense of challenge (2003b, 66) . Such an integrating construction of reality presents a technical and significatory realisation of the world that bars any countervailing force in its drive towards a complete global order. The WTC event as 'radical antagonism' is precisely such a countervailing force; an antagonism that Baudrillard argues lies in fact at the heart of the globalising
West. This radical antagonism is a kind of death drive within 'the system' -the terrorist act did not by any means resolve this antagonism, but gave it a symbolic dimension. According to Baudrillard, it made it visible, gave it representational valence. In Baudrillard's words 'terrorism merely crystallizes all the ingredients in suspension ' (2003b, 59) .
Baudrillard counterpoints what he calls this 'sovereign' hypothesis regarding the nature of terrorism, and the terrorist WTC event in particular, with a number of other competing hypotheses, each of which he dismisses.
Can the event be conjured as an 'incident', a blip on the otherwise smooth trajectory of globalisation that is in fact irreversible? If this were the case the terrorist act would not be an event, but would be an accident that was integrated into the unifying trend to global power with its generalised exchange and single mode of thought. Against this Baudrillard proposes September 11 as an event that presents this generalised exchange of an integral reality with an impossible exchange. The event cannot be exchanged, 2 We note that Žižek in his consideration of violence makes a distinction between the 'terrorist pseudo-fundamentalists' and a 'divine violence', which he claims 'belongs to the order of the Event ' (2008, 172) . The extent to which this distinction unsettles Baudrillard's hypothesis on terrorism as he applies it to the attack on the WTC is beyond the scope of this paper, but important to note. cannot be thought in terms that absorb its challenge into the Western system of meaning. If it cannot be thought in these terms, if the event drains the possibility of such meaning, then the 'war on terror' will never be enacted as a meaningful response but will instead flounder in a discursive abyss.
Is the WTC event an act by suicidal fanatics who are driven and manipulated by an 'evil power'? This hypothesis is rejected by Baudrillard for a number of reasons. Through constructing the terrorist act as one that represents global misery and despair on the part of oppressed peoples, it effectively reduces it to a 'gesture of impotence ' (2003b, 53) . To suggest this is to assume that all oppositional violence is an epiphenomenon of the existing world order. Such an assumption is totalising in scope and ultimately hopeless. It gives no credence to the possibility of an 'event' as an irruption of a singularity, and this is a position Baudrillard refuses, arguing it cannot be accepted. Not unlike the previous hypothesis (reflecting an 'objective' complicity), the final hypothesis he considers as a contender proposes that terrorism in fact reflects a deep internal complicity of the power of terrorism and the power of the 'world order'. This complicity suggests that the terrorists seriously aim to destabilise the global order through their actions (blatantly absurd in Baudrillard's assessment): 'the global order is already the site of such disorder and deregulation that there is no point whatever in adding to it ' (2003b, 55) . On the contrary, in accord with Baudrillard's preferred analysis and hypothesis, it is precisely the manic and obsessive intensification of security and policing, that creates a 'veiled form of perpetual terror'. This, he argues, is the real victory of this terrorist act:
'forcing the west to terrorize itself ' (2003b, 81) . It is at this point that we 
Trauma of an Impossible 'War'
So at Ground Zero, in the rubble of global power, we can only, despairingly, find our own image (Baudrillard 2003b, 59 another way of sacrificing oneself within the symbolic economy -to confess that one has failed at every level ' (2005, 6 ). This revelation is at the heart of Brandon going AWOL. It is also at the heart of the West's powerlessness to respond to the terrorist challenge -a challenge that calls for a mode of sacrificial death that runs counter to West's overwhelming investment in the positivity of accumulated 'life'.
Baudrillard explains the Western mindset in terms of a zero death system -'a system that operates on the basis of the exclusion of death, a system whose ideal is an idea of zero deaths ' (2003a, 16 1995) . In comparison, the terrorists (including those responsible for 9/11) push the limits of this system, using their own deaths as a visible, spectacular 'counterstrike weapon ' (2003a, 16 ) that the West can't match because their culture and values promote the preservation of life (and the American way of life) above all else. Whether this is or is not actually the case is of little consequence, as it is the value system the West is based upon that is being challenged here. In the terms of this challenge, 'death' refers to more than the loss of actual human lives, but rather to 'a death which is symbolic and sacrificial -that is to say, the absolute, irrevocable event' (Baudrillard 2003a, 17 American flag, which Hank receives at the end of the film after his son has died. What is traumatic about these events is not simply the death of these US soldiers, but the realisation that the sacrifice of going to war to fight the terrorist enemy is not in fact a sacrifice, but merely an abject 'waste' -as meaningless as the American flags given to the loved ones of the departed, no longer steadfastly representing the values they were fighting for. In this sense the abjection that pervades these films can be understood as resulting from the inability of the war in Iraq to respond to the atrocities of 9/11 in a way that is a response to the symbolic singularity of the event, or of the challenge of the terrorist act.
In his 'Hypotheses on Terrorism' (2003b) Baudrillard proposes that 'the question is that of the Real.' It is not clear entirely what he intends by
this. He goes on to refer to Slavoj Žižek's claim that 'the passion of the twentieth and twenty-first centuries is the eschatological passion for the Real, the nostalgic passion for that lost or disappearing object' (Baudrillard 2003b, 75 ). Baudrillard then suggests that if this is the case, the terrorists could be said to be responding to 'this pathetic demand for reality,' and on the contrary, the irruption of a singularity as a response to the '"integrist" offensive of the global system', has, 'for its part, nothing to do with the Real'. There are some conceptual differences here that are useful to unravel to be able to briefly introduce what psychoanalyst Colette Soler has to write about trauma, which, we argue, is intimately connected with the films and our questions for this essay.
Žižek (2002) is clearly referring to the Lacanian Real; something Baudrillard misinterprets as 'reality' in the Lacanian lexicon. In fact, the Real is far more akin to Baudrillard's concept of singularity, and if this is the case, then possibly the symbolic 'event' has everything to do with the trauma of the Real. Soler has analysed our era as the 'era of traumatism ' (2005, 75) .
She argues that in the West, our resistance to trauma is being progressively weakened. When the cultural 'basis of stable significations [is] shared by all, and social links are orderly, subjects are much less exposed to the [R]eal, and its most brutal breakthroughs are neutralised by the envelope of meaning that discourse creates ' (2005, 23) . She contrasts this to our current era where 'the boat of discourse leaks' and there is no way of sealing it. From her Lacanian psychoanalytic perspective, there is 'no limit to the horror that a consistent discourse will tame ' (2005, 45) . The terrorists are making an attack upon a system of integral reality by an act which has, in the very moment of its perpetration, neither true meaning nor reference in another world. The aim is simply to wreck the system -itself indifferent to its own values -by means of its own weapons […] the key arm they appropriate, and turn to decisive effect, is the non-meaning and indifference which are at the heart of the system (Baudrillard 2003b, 73 beside a man and then do that to him'. For to understand the failure of the war as its very impossibility is to confront the fragility and potential collapse of our Western civilisation, to contemplate its own implosion, like the Twin Towers. To witness an inability to respond to this 'radical antagonism' is to recognise it all too well in the rubble at Ground Zero. Maybe it is the reluctance to face this possibility that is mirrored by the indifference of cinema-going audiences.
While the movies in question highlight the personal sacrifices made by sense of 'what is right', and determine who the 'enemy' is that they are fighting against. The non-place and non-status of the 'failed' war hero, both in the American imagination and in the soldier's own psyche, elicits a radical indifference from the West who cannot acknowledge the impossibility of a response to the symbolic singularity of the terrorist event while it is framed in the Western cultural logic it precisely challenges and reverses. It could be said that the failure of these films echoes the futility of America's military response to terrorism when compared with the 9/11 attacks, described by Baudrillard as 'an initial impact causing incalculable consequences…the American's massive deployments…achieved only derisory effects -the
